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remainder some part was certainly spent in useful ways—for
example, in keeping up the British Museum, without which Marx
could not have written his magnum opus.
More important than the question of rates and taxes is the
question of the capitalist's work. In the case of a small capitalist,
such as a farmer, it is ridiculous to treat him as one of the idle
rich. If a farm were run by the State, it would need an overseer,
and a competent overseer could probably obtain a salary about
equal to the farmer's profit, taking one year with another. The
cotton manufacturers of the years before 1846, who formed Engels's
conception of the capitalist, and thence Marx's, were largely men
in a rather small way, who worked almost entirely on borrowed
capital. Their income depended upon their skill in using the
money that had been lent to them. It is true that they were
brutal, but it is not true that they were idle. Somebody has to
organize a factory, somebody has to buy the machinery and sell
the product, somebody has to do the day-to-day supervision. In
the early days of capitalism, all this was done by the employer;
yet Marx regards the whole of his earnings as entirely due to
appropriation of the surplus value created by the employees. I
know there are passages where the opposite is admitted, but they
are isolated, whereas the assumption that the employer does no
work is pervasive.
In the modern large-scale developments of capitalistic enter-
prise, it is true, the capitalist is often idle. The shareholders of
railways do nothing, and the directors do not do much, in the way
of managing the business. The work of management, in all large
concerns, tends to fall more and more into the hands of salaried
experts, leaving the capitalists as mere recipients of interest. In
so far as socialism represents a more scientific organization of
industry, less chaotic and less lacking in forethought, salaried
experts might be expected to sympathize with it. They seldom
do so, however, because, as a result of the bias given by Marx,
Socialism has tended to stand, not only for the workers as against
the idle rich, but for the manual workers as against both the
rich and the brain workers. Marx, by ignoring the functions
of the small-scale capitalist in managing his business, pro-
duced a theory which could not do justice to the salaried
experts who do the work of management in large-scale capitalism.
The glorification of manual work as against brain work was
a theoretical error, and its political effects have been disas-
trous.

